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Ref: SHWM-FF

Mr. Richard Schasgburger
Departmant of Energy
Rochky Flats Qffic

P.Q. ‘Box 928 ° )
Golden, CO 80402-0928 .

) ret Indugatrial Area IM/IRA
-Dear Mr. Schassburgers: '

’ EFA Ing xeviewed youx March 14, 1994, gubmittal of the Drz Bt
Decision Document for the Industrial Area IM/IRA. Our commente
are attached. EPA comments must be addressed in the £inal
submittal, along with those submitted separately by CDH. Some >
the corments may require discussicn and negotiiation to reach a
resoluticn. ‘We lock forward to working with your staff to
reseclve these lggues informally and avwid any additional
submittals prior to release for public ‘comment. .

We appreciate your efforts to move forward allowing us :o
review thig document in parallel with DOE. We will cooperate i1
expediting finalizatioh of the Declsien Decument and in other
steps necessary to ensure prompt implementatiom of the IM/IRA.

If you have quastions or would like to Aiscuss the progres:
of thig efforrt, please contact Bill Frader (RPA) at 294-1081.

S:i.ncaraly,

Mok b2

' : . Maxtin Hegtmark, RPA
Maxagex
Rocky Flets Project

aqgs Jos Schieffelin, (DI
Dave Norbury, CDH
Noxma Castaneda, DOE
Jan Pepe, DOR
Mark Buddy, EGzG
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EPA Comments - Draft Industrial Area DM/IRA/DD - March 1994
. -
General Comments

1. Notas that the introduction (Sectiom 1.2). stated, *Tho
cbjective is to maintain a satety get arvund the Industrial, Axe:z
to monitor for, protect agalost, and respond to potential
contaminant releages until and during D&D.” It is haxd to angue
that the presentation of a set of "recomuendations® meets this
objective.’ y

2.  Tmplementation mechanism/schedule and pre-progXammed
response capability, which wera discissed during scoping and
revievw mearings iy svill missing. AlL partles need to work thet e
out, and we feel this needs to happen befors tha doqument goes t o
public compant. .

3. Tn the public comment versica, the Reccumendations need to
be presented as propofed actiocns, and a commitmant made to
execute them. Otherwise, this document does not meet thae
requiremants for an IM/IRA/DD, the whole purpose of which is to
present: proposed actions so the publia can review and commevt ox
.them bafure they are exmcuted. '

Specifia Comments - v .

1, Sectiom 1.2 ~ The "goals® listed are ot really goals at
all, but a sampling of some of the subtasks undert . Even at
that, they are not very well rormilated and do not seem to add
anytbing to the discussion. ,

2. Sesction 1.4.5 - After reading this explamarion; it ls no
longer clear evem to me why ths ingidental watexs were brokem ol t
B a @eparate problem. We need to do batter at explaining that
50 the public can understand it. .

3. Soectiom 3.2.1.3 - This la the first inatance (of many) whels
it ip mentiomed that something "should* be dome. If it really
needs to be dode, the IM/IRA/DD mist commit to getting it done,
and ppecify how end when it will happen. .
4. Section 3.3,2 - If the appendix should have been updated iz
Mazch 1954, this task should be completed and the new results
included in the.new version.

5. Table 4-3 - T£ this listing ig reslly 18 months old, it
_ should be checked to gee if-it is still correct.

6.  Section 4% - If.a substantial portion of the data is still
missing and camnot be included in the version releaged for publ:c
comment, we must specify when and how this section--and the
radegmendations--will be updated to reflcct mew reguikd.



7. Section 4.8.2 - Please aexplain bow (or if) these wells
relate to those already specified in vhe indusrrial area OU worl
plans and to the comprehensive RI plan(s).

6. Secticn 5.0 - The statement tbat DOB agrced to analyze for
sradiocnuclides (and other comstituents) solely regulated by DOR'
is both incorrecr and unnacessary. Also, please explain what it
meant by Tprogram limitatioms that do not allow the objectives ¢ £
the IM/IRA to be maet*. IZ these exist, thea IM/IRA/DD must
specify how they will be dealt with.

9. Tahle 5-6 ~ If the radiamyclide data is supposed to be
thers, then :L_:_:g}ude it; if not, drop that section of the table,

10. Bection H5.5.1 - We thought mass-balance efforts were being
undertaken under the OU 5&6 RIs. Please explain if these effoxt s
' have been factored into this evaluation. |

‘11. Section 5.5.2 - The NPDES permit is not expected to place
numeric limits on the quality of watex discharged from'the IA
perimgtar outfalls. That's not quite the ssme thing as what is
stated here. '

12. Sectionm 5.7 - Again, and hers it ig very important, we must
' state that the pecessary update of propoged actions will be done¢.

13. Section €.6 - Everyone recognizes schedule constraints
exist; it isn't necessaty to point it out explicitly.

14. BSeotion 6,6.4.) - RFP had requested EFA certification of tra
new a4i1r sampling device. The status (and the expected outcome i E
available) of this request should be included here.

15. Section 7.0 - This entire chapter suffers, more than an
other, from rambling, weak, and convoluted writing. It should Y=
subjected to an aggressiva edit, including the possibility of
overall reorganization, Tha subject matter is complex, but that
does not mman the presentation needs to be disorderly.

16. Section 7.1 - This diseussion should be removed unless some
value can be ascrided ep i, '

'17. Section 7.2.2 - The assertiom that all fouvdation £lows ars
manitored contradiats the information presented in Section 5.

©18. Saatlion 7.3.3 - It might ba useful to append -the CDIW pian.
if it 18 not toe long. The recommendations mixed in here should
be saved for the proper section or they will temd to get lost.
Please explain tha ralationship (if any) of the ’poaition paper®
from which the charts were taken to the CDIW plan, and be
specific about which ome(s) ars actually being applied onsite.
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19, Section 7.7.1 - Tu2 long d:_Lscu;ssian about poor sampling
coverage on the drain lodatieds does ‘not mateh with previcus
_Btatements that all these flowa ars mepltored.

20, Section 7.7.3 - The extant to which the NPDES PeXmit may
impact foundatien drain monitoring is vastly ovexstated. The
long discussion about Puilding 374 and the complications of the
*eoomercial: substitute designgtim' is interesting, but doas not
appear relevant, : .

2. Seactlop 7.7.3 » I would like Lo see the jugtification for
recomending that the OU 1, OO 2, 910, and 774 facilities not be
used to treat ingldental waters. The brief raticnale presented
hare appear® to holl down to it being incomvenient. We used to (D
I?Et.ber tm thﬂt. ‘ )

22, §Seotion 9,0 - AL the rats that thq DED plansg (1f that term
is still in uge) appear to ba changing, it would be wise to cheik
with scmeone in top manhgement to gee if thig description of the
program is still reasotably accurate,

23. Yectiom 9.1.8 - We need to explore' ways to f£irm up the
commitment to link and expand the IN/IRA ag necessary as D&D
proceeds and circumgtances change. . ;

24, Section 9.5 - Recommendatious aeed to be pregented.to the
public am Proposed Actions, Wwhen this document is approved, thiy
will become binding commitments, so they need. to be made as’
specific as 'posaible, or have a definite schedule and procedure
for when and how they ¥ill be made.so.

25. Section 11 - As stated in the general comments, schedyles
and commitments for monitoripg and response mechanisms must be
included -here. )
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